REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration. 

Claims 1, 15 and 20 stand objected to due to informalities. Applicant has amended the 
claims to correct the informalities. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 10, 12, 15-24 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
anticipated by Perlman et al. as evidenced by Graunke et al. or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Perlman et al. in view of Graunke et al. Applicant wishes to 
thank the Examiner for the attempt at clarifying the rejection set forth in the "Response to 
Arguments" section of the office action. However, the remarks appear to rely on a misreading of 
Perlman. For example, on page 3 of the "Response" portion, it states "The encrypted message 
and encrypted message key is then forwarded to a distributed list exploder (DLE) and group 
server in steps 406 and 414 if option B of Perlman's invention is chosen". The rejection then 
goes on to address what happens at steps 406 and 414 and that they can be combined into a 
single step. However, Applicant respectfully submits that "option B" does not go from block 
406 to block 414 but to the contrary, as shown in FIG. 4C, option B actually goes from block 406 
to block 424 through 436. Accordingly, Perlman does not teach what is suggested. To the 
contrary, Perlman describes for option B as set forth in col. 7, with respect to FIG. 4C, the 
recipient uses the "group secret key 314" to restore the message key. In addition, the group 
server also encrypts the message key with group secret key 314. The group server also, prior to 
re-encrypting, decrypts the encrypted message keys with the group private key 302. (Col. 7, Ins. 
40-59). There is no secure distribution server public/private key pair that is specific to the server 
being employed in the option B. Applicant also points the Examiner to block 434 which states 
"at recipient, decrypt encrypted message with secret key to restore message key". As such, 
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Perlman teaches that the group private key is known to the recipient yet the Examiner questions 
why Applicant makes this statement. 

Applicant's attorney believes that a telephone conference may be beneficial in advancing 
the application and respectfully invites the Examiner to contact the attorney listed below at his 
earliest convenience. 

As to the Graunke teachings, Applicant respectfully submits that the cited portion of 
Graunke namely col. 1, Ins. 50-56 merely states well known asymmetric key operations. 
Graunke does not contemplate in any manner, employing a public key pair specific to a secure 
distribution server nor that an encrypted secret key is encrypted using the secure distribution 
server specific public key and subsequently decrypting the encrypted secret key to produce a 
decrypted key obtaining the public key of one intended recipient and subsequently encrypting the 
decrypted secret key for the intended recipient using a corresponding public key and then 
forwarding the encrypted information sent by the sender and the recipient specific secure secret 
key for at least one intended recipient. It is improper to parse claim language without taking into 
account the claim as a whole. 

In addition, the office action alleges that in an alternative 103 position. However, it 
appears that the rejection appears conclusory and the Graunke teaching would modify Perlman 
so that the Perlman embodiment would not be operational since there would be no group public 
key. In addition, the Perlman operation also requires that the recipient must send the encrypted 
message key to the group server which then decrypts the encrypted message key and returns the 
message key to the recipient in a secure manner. (See Abstract of Perlman). Combining the 
teachings of Graunke would still result in the same requirement in Perlman. And as taught in 
Perlman it is the "recipient" that must communicate with the group server in this embodiment of 
Perlman. As claimed, in claim 1 for example, the method requires that the encrypted information 
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is received "from a sender" and not the recipient. Again, neither Perlman nor Graunke alone or 
in combination contemplate the claimed subject matter. 

Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to the 
independent claims. As such, these claims are also believed to be in condition for allowance. 

The dependent claims add additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Leigh. This claim is allowable at least 
as depending upon an allowable base and also adds additional novel and non-obvious subject 
matter. Applicant also respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above. 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Ofir. This claim is also in condition for 
allowance at least as depending on an allowable base claim. 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Gehring. Applicant respectfully 
reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, this claim is also in 
condition for allowance. 

Claims 11 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perlman as evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Chen et al. Applicant 
respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, these 
claims are also in condition for allowance. 

Claims 13 and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perlman as evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant 
remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, these claims are also in condition for 
allowance. 
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Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Bouchard et al. Applicant respectfully 
reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, this claim is also in 
condition for allowance. This claim adds additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the below-listed attorney if the Examiner believes that a 

telephone conference will advance the prosecution of this application. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: May 12, 2009 By : /Christopher J . Reckamp/ 

Christopher J. Reckamp 
Registration No. 34,414 

Vedder Price P.C. 
222 N. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
PHONE: (312)609-7599 
FAX: (312)609-5005 
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